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1. Type of Action: Administrative (x) Legislative ( )

2. Abstract: The Bureau of Land Management proposes to implement livestock grazing management on 1.6
million acres (24 aiiotmentsj  of ptiblic  !and in eastern Oregon. Unallstted status would continue on 509 acres.
Implementation of the proposed action includes allocation of forage to livestock, wild horses, wildlife and
nonconsumptive  uses: estabtishment of grazing systems; and construction of range improvements. Forage
condition v+ould improve and forage production would increase.

Initially, there would be a 10 percent decrease in allocation to livestock from the 1980 actual use of 101,769
AUMs, No change in the amount of water runoff would occur; however, sediment yield would decrease. Wig
game populations and fish production are expected to increase. Six permittees would lose forage exceeding ICI
percent of their  annual requirements under the proposed action and Alternative 2, and 14 tYould be so
affected under Alternative 3. Under Alternative 3, losses exceeding 50 percent of current requirements would
be experienced by six permittees for a period of I or more months of the year.

3. Alternatives aaaIyzed:

b, Emphasize Livestock Grazing
c. Emphasize Non-Livestock Values.

4 Draft stnbement  made Cavailable to EPA and the public late September 1982. The comrneni period will be 69
d&s, ending December I( 1982.

5. For fiNthea information csntact:

Gerry Fullerton, EIS Team Leader
Eureau  of Land Management
Oregon State Office
PO. Box 2965 (525 N.E. hilaltnomah  St.)
Portland Sre-on 97205
Teiephone:  ($53) 231-6951
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SUMMARY

This environrnentai impact statement (EiSj describes
and a~-~a/yzes  the environmentai impacts of
implementiiq a li~festock  grazing maPagersieni
program in the Andrews EIS area of the Burns
District in eastern Oregon. The proposed action.
developed through the Bureau planning system
using public irqx~t,  is the preferred alternative. Th:-ee
other alternatives are also described and analyzed.

The proposed action consrsts  sf range
ilTIpKWe~~iiiS,  livestock forage ajlocation and
implementation of grazing management of 23
allotments covering 1573,481 acres of public iand
and continued ~unal!otted  status (no authorized
livesrock grazjng; &on 509 acres.

The plzpose  of the proposed  actiory is to implement
planning decisions needed for manaj;emer?t,
protection and enhancement of the rangeland
resotirces.  The prop04  Would  cover a E-year
period: IO years for implementation and 45 additional
years tbo achieve objectives.

Under the proposed action. the existing forage
productton of I@2536 AUF&s would be allocated to
livestock (94,687 AUMs:. wildlife (3,399).  wild horses
(5.680)  and n;~ncnnsumptive  uses (i ,770 AUMs), The
al;ooatior::  to livestock constitutes a IO percer;t
decrease from the 1950 ztuai use of 101.769 AUMs.

In the long  te:m. :mpiementa?!on  of grazing sysiems
and range improvements would result in future
forage productisri  that could be as much as :58.%X
AUMs, It is anticipated that this would be ailvcated to
ljvestock  (I 47,375 AUMs), wildlife (3,399 AUMs). wild
horses (5,680  AUMs! and no;lconsumptive  uses
(1,7X AUMS). Rest rotation grazing  SptkYT  VJOl.ild  $3
implemented on 55 percent of the area. winter
grazing on ‘13 percent, spring grazing on 12 percent.
spring, summer grazing on 9 percent, and other
systems on 1 ‘I percent.

Proposed range improvements include 262 mrles of
fet-ce, 37 springs, 103 miles of pipeline, 18 we!ls,  55
reservoirs and 26 ~~~aterholes,  Vegetation
manipulation is proposed for ‘53,757 acres and
vJoL;Id consisl of 78,520 acres of brush  control and
seeding, 72,731 acres brush control only and 2,500
acres of irrigated pasture. Brush  control v;ould
consist of spraying with 2,4-O  herbicide or bumirlg.

Three alternatives to the proposed action were
analyzed:

1 I NO action 0 Under this alternative, there wotild  be
no change from present management conditions.
Livestock use would be allowed to continue at the
1980  active preference level of 102,988  AUMs. In
addition, use by Midlife (3,399 AUP&), wild l-m-se%

(5.680 AUMs) and ~ronconsl!rri?tlve  tise ( l.522
AUMs)  would occur. The total use of vegetation
under  this alternative wot!id be abo;~i  l ‘I .053
AUMs higher than the existing livestock forage
produciior=  (whic!~  k based ore proper 1;s~ le*~elsj
Spring;summer  grazing would continue on 56
percent of the area, winter on :5 percent, spring
on 12 percent. rest rotation on 10 percent ant
others on 7 percent. No additional range
improve,ment  projects or grazi!?g  systems v~euld
be undertaken.

Emphasize Livestock Grazing - In the long term,
this alternative wotild  provide 32.205  AW& n:ore
than the proposed action from implementation of
the following additional improvements: 69,280
acres brush contra!  and seed. 72.880 acres brush
cor:trol,  3$X? acres irrigated pasture, 5 we//s,  46
miles of pipeline and 86 miles of fence. Rest
rotation grazing would be implemented on 54
percent of the area, winrer an 13 percent. spriqg
on 12 percent, deferred  rotation on 7 percent.
spring;summer  ori 9 sercent and ot!“lers  ‘3q 5
percent. The wild ho;s~  n~uinbers  ~ouid be 36 in
the South Steens herd management area and GC 1r-1
the Alvord’Sheepshead  herd management area,
Ali riparian areas would be grazed by livestock
except in existii:g exclosures. The initial r?,l!cmticm

of forage production would be the same as for the
proposed action for wildlife. 2’8 AL!?&  less for
nonconsumptive cases,  4.840 AUMs less for wild
‘sorses and 5.088 AUMs more for livestock,

Emphasize ~~~~~~~~~~~~k  Gkemhg  Values - In the
long term, this alternative wouiiJ provide 23.843
AUMs less than the proposed action. There wc~~,~id
be an additior?ai 67 miles of %nce constructed.
Other range improvements woaid be less than the
proposed action level as follows:  33 miles of
pipelirre, 6 springs, 1 weii. 2 reservoirs,  73.583
acres brL;sh  cont:ol  and seed and 66.28: acres
brush control only . Livestock grazing itiould be
excluded from 263,282 acres with special values
(17 percerlt  oi the areaj,  Rest rotati~~r-i grazing
would be implemented on 38 percent of the area.
deferred rotation on 5 percent, winter on I?
percent, spring on 1 :: percent, spring ‘stimrriBr on
16 percent and others on 2 percent,

CONSEQUENCES

Vegetation

Under the proposed action arid  Alternatives 2 and 3,
forage conditions would improve and Iivestock
forage production would increase. Total residual
ground cover would decrease significantly i;nder  the
proposed action and Alternative 2, Alternative 1
wouid result in a decline in fcmige ~~~~~~~~~~, iln

ix





Socioeconomics

Six permittees  woclld  lose public forage ewceeding  70
percent of their total annual  forage requirements in
the short term under the prcposed action and
Alternative 2. None wouid lose as much as 10 percent
linder Alternative 1. Under Alternative 3, 14
permittees  would lose mere  than 10 percent c;f their
NifilMl  req~,~irements,  in terms of their monih-to-
mcr;th  requirements, under the proposed action ar!d
undsr Alternative 2 one permittee wouid lose 50
percent or mc,re  of herd requirements for 1 or more
months during the year, linder  Aitwnative 3. six
permittees wcuid  be so affected,

Local pcrsoni.l income and empbyment in the short
tern; would be increased ut?der ail alternatives,
howeVe,r.  increases under Alternative 3 would be
ney!igible. In the long term under the proposed
action, income woi~ld  be increased 5~ SSOS,OOC
annually and employment by 78 jobs. Increases
b?toiJid also occL;r  urider the other alternatives.

x i



This environmcs3al  impxt statement jEIS) anaiyres the impacts wf implementing a livestock gaazicg
management program cn public lands administered by the Bureau cf Land Managemerit  (Bbhij  in the Btrrns
Distr!ct  in easterr?  Oregon. This area is referred to as the Andrews EIS area.

The BLM is responsibto  for management of livestock grazing use CR public iands in a manner that wcxrtd
maintain oh improve the pubI:,;p !and resources including soil. water, vegetation and wildlife  habitat. The Bureau’s
principal authoritij and direction to manage lands are fsund in the Taylor Grazing Act of 1334,  Federal Land
Po\iey and Management Act of 1916  (FLPMAJ  and Public Rangelands  Improvement Act of 1978.

The parpose  of the proposed actian is to implement planning decisions needed for management, prstection  and
enhancement gf the rangeland resource30. The proposed action is a livestock grazing program ux&ting cf
forage aliocatisn  at7d impIemeniati*an  of grazing systems and range improvement projects. This action is needed
to maintaira  or improve  corrditisns.  Three  alternatives to the proposed aciisri wjll  be analyzed: No Actiao.
Emphasize Livestock Grazing, and Emphasize Non-Livestock Va%ues.

The proposed action is the preferred alternative that was developed through the Bureau Planning System using
public input. Significant land and resource use alternatives considered during the planning prs’cess  which w(ould
affect the rarsgela!ld  resowxs are addressed in the alternatives analyzed in this EIS.

The significant issues and alternatives were defined after and as a result of public scoping meetings in Benis,
Nevada, and Bwns and Putland, Oregon, See Appendix A for summary and results of EIS scoping.

The ES3 along with additional data!  will provide the decisionmaker with informaiisn  to select a management
program considering resource  conditions as well as social  and ecorxmic  impacts,
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The proposed action and alternatives would directly
involve grazing management for 24 allotments on I .6
mlllion  acres of public land in the Andrews EIS area.
There are ar additional 83,392 acres of State land
and 431,160 acres of private !and  within the
atjotments  i,as shown in Figure I-1 ).

Most allotment-specific proposals are displayed in
Appendix B. In the proposed action and all
alternatives, unallotted status (no authorized grazing)
would be continued on 569 acres of public lands. No
range improvements, allocations or grazing systems
are planned on ihese unaliotted lands.

In addition to the proposed action, the following
alternatives are analyzed in this document:

Alternative  1 No Action
Alternative 2 Emphasize Livestock Grazing
Aknativc 3 Emphasize Non-Livestock Values

The alternatives differ from the proposed action in
three ways: (1) the allocation of livestock forage (2)
the types of grazing systems to be applied and (3)
the kind and amount of range improvements to be
constructed. The Components of the Proposed
Action and Alternatives section in this chapter
describes these three elements, Table I-1
summarizes the components of the proposed action
and alternatives, See Appendix B, Tables B-t and B-2
for livestock forage allocations and grazing systems
by allotment.

The following description of the Proposed Action is
based on the grazing management proposed in
Andrews Resource Area planning documents

The general objective of the proposed action is to
implement intensive grazing management (grazing
systems and range improvements) to improve and/or
maintain forage condition to benefit wildlife, wild
horses and jivestock.

The major features of the proposed action are:

l An initial reduction of 9,902 AUMs in livestock
grazing use from the 19%0 actual use level of 101,769
AUMs. Initially the proposal wauld allocate  the
present livestock forage production (see Glossary) of
102,536 AUMs to: livestock (91,6%7),  wild horses
(5,6%0),  wildlife (3,399) and nonconsumptive uses
(I .770).  The initial allocations would provide
sufficjent  forage to meet Oregon Department of Fish
ant!  Wildiife  big game objectives for muie deer and

antelope and would allow a maximum wild horse
population of approximately 540 horses.

l Over the long  term, an increase in the livestock
forage production of 55,688 AUMs resulting from the
development of 2,500  acres of irrigated pasture,
151,251 acres ofvegetation manipuiation  (brush
control and seeding), the construction of water
developments in areas presently unuseable  because
of lack of water, and the implementation of grazing
systems. For the purpose of analysis it is assumed
that the entire long term increase in forage
production would be allocated to livestock while the
long term allocation of forage to wildlife, wild horses,
and nonconsumptive use would remain the same as
the initial allocation since this would satisfy the long
term objectives for these uses.

l Continuation of livestock exclusion from 7,730
acres.

l Exclude livestock from an additional 6,640 acres in
areas with special values (riparian areas wetlands
and four proposed Research Natural Areas), See
Table 1-2, Figure 1-2 and Appendix 5, Table B-4.

l Temporarily exclude iivestock for a period of 2
years from 13,695 acres in areas with streamside
riparian values on portions of McCoy Creek and
Kiger Creek.

l Aitciw brush control on a maximum of ?O percent of
the area within 2 miles  of any known sage grouse
strutting grounds unless  the brush control would be
beneficial to sage grouse,

l Manage major wetlands and streamside siparian
areas to improve or maintain stream channel stability,
water quality and wildlife and fish habitat. (See
Appendix G, Table  G-i .)

Additional range improvements may be needed to
implement intensive grazing management. Exact
numbers and economic feasibility of improvements
have not been determined. However, Appendix B,
Table B-3, presents an approximate number and type
of water development! miles of fence and acres of
vegetation manipulation needed to implement the
proposed grazing systems. Only those improvements
which are cost beneficial would be implemented
under the proposed action See Figure 1-3 for
proposed vegetation manipulation by alternative.

This alternative constitutes a continuation of the
present situation. There would be no change from
present management conditions. Existing exclusions
would be rn~~~~tai~ed  (see Table  l-2). Appendix 5.
Table B-2, lists acres under each grazing system.
Grazing permits would continue to be issued at
present levels  of use which is in excess of grazing











capaciV$ on three allotments totaling 400,289 acres.
As shown in Appendix B, Table B-l, the forage
allocation would continue at the present level of
102,988 AUMs for livestock (the present active
preference level), 5,680 AUMs for wild horses and
3,399 AUMs for wildlife. For purposes of impact
analysis. it is assumed that no additional range
improvement projects would be undertaken or
additional intensive grazing management
implemented. By periodic control measures called for
in the Wild Horse l-terd  h/lanagement  Plans,  iiyild
horse numbers would be a!lowed  to attain a
maximum of 300 head in the South Steens Herd
Management Area and a maximum 240 head in the
AlvordGheepshead  Herd Management Area.

The objective of this alternative would be to allocate
a high level of forage to livestock while maintaining
or improving range conditions. (See Appendix 8.
Table B-1, for anticipated long-term l;egetation
allocation.)

This alternative would differ from the proposed
action in the following ways:

l Allow livestock grazing throughout the EIS area
except where currently exciuded.

254
149

7,327
7,730‘

LAb1UJIUZI /I

Pueblo Mountatns Area
Puebfo  Foothiils  Proposed RNA
Turn Turn take Proposed RNA
Other !%&3lo  Mountains

Steens Mountain  Areai s
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E&y grazing  - grazing occurs for 7 lo 2 months prior
to th5 hsginning  of the criticai  growth period (see
Gi;;ssar~),  Livestock are utilizing primarily the
preuicsus  ye&s p/artt growth aitheugh some use of
the eari\~ greer7 ~rowt!3  occ~!rs  under  this system,

D&wed W~tatisw  G~~alr~g  - Sprrngkummer  grazing
and deferred grazing occur  ii1 alternate jears.

Rest WotatiQre  Grazing - ww3.l  types of rest ratcition
grtlzing are proposed. The firs? type Is a three pasture
system which ailows grazing daring the criticai part
of the yrswiny perrop? I ye.ar, deferred grazing the
2nd year, and a fi.ilI year of rest during the final year.
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* Seeding would be accomplished by use of the
rangeland  drill in most cakes.  Broadcast seeding
wnuld uccI.~r On smali  disturbed areas,  KUJh
terrain and rocky a--j ~2s. Preparafisn for seedkig
(brush control) would be by burning or chemical
means, Bwnirig would use one of more of the
following t:jpes of fire breaks: natura!  barriers,
retardant lines. existing roads 8nd:‘or  bladed  lines.
Each fire would have its own prescription, to be
based on the conditions needed (wind speed, air
tfxryxrati.~re. etc.) to burn the plant material within
the project boundary  ic be burned. The chemical
applied tKwld be 2.4-D ~ICXV vcslatik? formuiation)
using a wa%r carrier at a rate of 2 poi~nds  active
ingredients per acre (3 pisur-ds  per acre if
rabbitbrush is the target species). Ail applicatior~s
of 2&-D vvf~uld be in a+ccsrdance  v;ith the
manrdfacturer’s  iabel, State regikkx~s and ELM
Manu3i 9226,. A m0r8  thorough  description of
design features applicable to the proposal may be
found in 5LWs  final environmentai  impact
statement! Vegetative Management v&h
HerbiCidg4-~-~~~~StPrItI& wi Oregon, These design
features are also applicable in eastern Oregon.
BLM ~ouid determine seeding mixtures or!  a site
specific basis, king past experierxe and
recommend~tior~~  si the Oregon State liniversity
Extension %rvice and Experimer;t S?i?iib?ns andior
Oregon Dqx3rbmer;t  of Fish and Witdlife,
Anticipated increases  in production  through
vegetatior!  ~manipulation  projects woa!d  not be
aliocated until seedirip  are estabiished and ready
for USE. All  seedings VKJUld  be deferred frOt?-l
grating ior at least twc growing seasexxz ie alio;v
seedling esiab!ishment.

Studies would be established in rq-xesentatise
riparian zones to determine changes in the habitat
conditicns and pap~:lations  of fish and MIdlife
resulting from impkmentation. §I.K~ morsitsring
would compiy  with Executive Orders 11514 and
I 1990 and BE!,4  Manual 6740.



The BLM planning system is essentially a
decisionmaking  process utilizing input from the
public and data abot~t  the various resources and their
uses. Larad  me objectives and rationale for each
resource  use category are developed and incorpor-
ated into the proposed Management Framework Plan
(MFP). Specific MFP recommendations rslating to
the grzsing program, with some  modification to
reflect  public input. were used as a basis for
detielsping  the propssed action and alternatives. The
ElS scoping summas)P  set forth in Appendix A more
fuliy explains ihe relatisnship  between the MFP
alternatives and the EIS alternatives. The proposed
bl;;; avaiiable  fclr review in the Burns District

LA.

Under the preferred MFP alternatives the existing
Alvord!Sheepshead Wild Worse Herd Management
Area (HMA)  would be split into two Hh4As.  Heath
~r~~k~~h~~~~h~ad  in ai[otment GO1  1 and Alvord!iTuie
Springs in alBotments  60 12 and 6018. The existing
HMAs would be reduced in size by eliminating areas
within the HMAs that are glot presently used by
horses: hr;weser,  the number of horses  will remain
the same, with forage allocated to those numbers of
horses.

Grazing on lands administered by sither Federal
agertcies  is mt contingent 00 grazing sn l3LW
administered lands. However,  each portion is an
integral  part of the rancher’s total operation. ln the

EIS area. 15 BLM permit&z33  alsu have grazing
permits on the Matheur  National Wildlife Refuge, The
timing of grazing USE is very impor?  to the operation
of these ranches. Public lands offer litestczk forage
during the spring seasodl  when priliate  meadows are
flooded by normal runoff and”or during the crucial
water fowl nesting s3asx-1 on the refuge. Coordin-
ated planning among the csncerned Federal
agencies and ranchers assures that resource con-
flicts are resolved and management goals are met.

The intergcvernmental  Relations DiviG3-i for the
State of Oregon acts as a clearingh~4use  for the
various State agencies. AU BLM planning and  major
actions are csardinated  thrcugh this State
Clearinghouse. Pianning is also coordinated with
county commissioners andior county planning
commissions,

Under Oregon Senate Bill !OOt aI9 ~sunties and cities
in Qregon  are required to develop  and adopt
ccmprehensive plans and land use contraIs
consistent with statewide planning goals and
guid&nes  developed by the Lznd  Conservation and
Development Commissicln  jLCDC). Malheur and
Harney  Counties have  adopted ccsmprehensive  plans.
The Harney  County plan is preeently  in review status
by LCDC far compliance with Statewide go&.
LCDC  has required resisions to the plan and deferred
ackraowledpment  until ii is brought into compliance.
LCDC review of the Malheur Csunty plan has not yet
occurred, The relationship of the prtapcssed  action
and alternatives to LCDC goals is displayed in Table
l-5. The proposed action and all the alternatixss are
consistent with the adopted comprehensive plans
and LCDC  goals.
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oiseussisn

lz To ensure citizen
involvement in aff phases of
the planning process.

l3LM’s land-use ptanniny  is a process provrdir?g
for pl.rb!ic  input at various stages, Public
input was specifically reqitested in deve/oping
the proposed action and other alternatives
described in the EiS. Pubfic input wii!
continue  to be utifized  in the en&xx-mifntal
decision prowesses.

2, To estabtish a land-use
process and policy framework
as a basis for ail decisions
and actions.

The prcrposed  actiorl and other alternatives have
been developed in acccrdance with the iand-use
planning process authorized by the Fxkxal Land
Policy  and Management Act of 1976 which
provides a poircy framework for afi decisions
and actions.

5, To cunsert~?  open space
and pr&ect rtatwal  and
scenic resources.

The Bureau planning system considered natural
and scenic resoiirces in the de&cpment  of the
prop=rsed  action and other alternatives. Fencing
and uegetatior;  manipuiafion  projects in the
proposed action and Attcrnativcs  2 and 3 v.~&d
impact natitra!  and scenic resources.

6. To mairitain and impruve
the quality of the air,
water and land resources.

Water quality  would he maitlfairsed  and/or
ifRjXWf.?d  cinder the $IrGpG<S?d  3CtiQn 2iM.i
Alternative 3, and woutd be maintained and/or
degraded under Mfernatives  1 and 2. Air
quality would not be significantly impacted.

8. To satisfy the
recreational needs of the
citizens of the State and
visitors.

The BLM actively  coordinates its outduwr
recreaticn and land-use  pfanning  efforts with
those of other agencies to estabiish integrated
management &+xtives on a regiona/  basis,
Wnder  the proposed actirjn and ail other
alternatives, opportunities would be provided
to meet recreational needs.

9. To diversify and i:mprove
the economy of the state.

The proposed action and Alternative 2 wo~id
induce economic gains in the long term due to
irtcrensed  forage  pt.~clticfi3n,  resuitjng in
improsed local and State economy.
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This section describes the resources within the
Andrc!ws EIS area as they existed in 19ao (base  year),
The base year of 1980 was chosen because the
prirnwy data sources (9ureau planning system
documents; wwe compiled during that year. The
planning sysiem documents, consisting of Unit
Resource Analysis. Planning Area Analysis and
Management Framework Plans are available for
reviw in the Burns District Office it? Burns, Oregon.

Emphasis has been placed on those resource
components most likeiy to be impacted if the
proposed actrun or or:e of ?he alternatives were
implemented. Analysis, including the scoping
process, indicated that resource components such as
minerals, timber, and air quality would not be
affected and, therefore, they are not discussed,

The EIS area lies in southeastern Oregon. and is
characterized by rolling plains of lava flows and lava
outcrops. and fault-block mountains. The area has a
semiarid climate. with long, cool, moist winters and

shori,  wzrm,  dr;? Summers,  The area  IKIS a wiil:er
precipitaticn  pattern. with about half of the annual
tota!  occurring during the months of November
through February. Much  of this come’s as snow,
especially in December and January.  Spring rains
occur in May and June while the months of July,
ALICJIJS~  and September are genera!ly  qluite dry.
Precipitation tends to be elevation-dependent,
ranging from less than IO inches in the lowest part of
he area. Alvord Basin (4,CIU.I  feet elevation j to 30
inches en Steens Mountain i9.7Rl feet), the highest
point in the area. Most of the area receives 10 to 15
inches of prec;pitaiion  annirally,

VEGETATl

The Andrew+  E/S area has 11 major vegetation types
as st-~ovm in Figure 2-1 and Table 2-l Big sagebrush.
low sagebrush and juniper are the dominant
vegetation types, covering approximately 83 percent
of the area. Young juniper trees are invading the
sagebrush vegetation type in some areas. Spot
symbols on Figure 2-I desi,g,nate the approximate
location rtf aspen communltles,  streamside riparian
vegetation communities and major wetland-
associated vegetation communities,



The total existing li*/estcck forage praductior. fcr the
EIS area is 102.536 AUMs. Livestock forage
prodix2ion is that pr;rtion sf the totai vegetation
production which is available and is suitabie fer
sustained use by Iruestock.  Annual liiiestock fsrags
pt’odllctlon  is deperldE?nt  LIpOn climate. soil
characteristics and  species campssiticin. Annual
variation in timing and amount of prac~pitaiion  rexIts
in large annuai  fluctuclticns  Ir? tctal forage
productisn.  Soil characteristics which inf!uence
fiorage  production are primaril:, those which affect
moisture-ho!ding capxity. Ccmposition  c\f the plant
c6mmunity  by forage  specias  is the third majcr  factor
which determines livestock foralje prcducticr:.
Livestock fstage  production for -?c?ch ailotrnent is
!ist& in ,il.ppen:jix B. T&i@  B-1 t The m&jfjdoiogy  for
determining pradu&cn  is described in Appendix C,

Forage cr:nditicsn  for the EiS area is summarized in
‘Tab& 2-2. Neither range cundition  rw trend in range
condiiior cf the area have been measured. Fcv-age
csnditior:.  as the term is used il’i this document, i9
based on the percentage of desirable (for livestcck
and,‘crr  big game!  2nd  intermediate fsrage  spxies
preseni in the p!mt  community The methodology for
determining farage  condition is described in
Appendis E. Appendi.x B. TaW  8-2, shows the
existing fsrzge condition for each prspxed pasture
in the EIS area.

Table 2-2 Forage Condition
Summary

Percent cdPubfic Land Publiic Lands
Acres E1S Area

Good 743,605 4%
Fail 876,555 43
POW ‘101.990 6
Unknawr; . ?j ,w 3

T&II ?,57ZSEir”i

Residual  ground Cover e;<p:essea the at?lourji  of ji:‘e
L-egetation;  siandIng dead wgetation and litter which
remains after grazing, Over time. the accumiMion of
this mater&.!  provides protection for the soii surface
and replaces soil nutr’ients. There is s3me decraase
in Ii:‘2 vegetative cover  2s forage  crJnditiori  declines
ir! each veyeta?ion type, but generally. as forage
condition changes. one plant replaces another.

Streamside  riparian ;~eyetatian  occupies
approximately 1.9i: acres oi public land. Neither
range condition nor forage  condition have been
determined on these ;ireas: howeyer,  2 riparian
wildlife habitat Inventor;i  istse Appendix G) rated  the
ccvidiiisn sf streamside riparjan  areas as foIlwe:
excelient (3 percent), good (21 percent,!, fair (22
percent;. poor (46 percent) and ;i:Mx~~~r~ 13 ;:zxxwt).
VJhen  relatively undisturbed. the segetation  alcng
strwms in the EIS area is generally ixmposed of
thick clusters of shwbs and trees inierspersed vzitk
dimse hwbxeous vegetation. Fair  and poor
condition areas ge,nerall:i;  have iewitr i?,ioody spwies
(especially willowj than rir exceiient  and good
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Erosion on :~pland  areas (areas other than along
streams) is ipx~erally  low, Streambank erosbn is
occcrrring  along some streams. Streambarlk  stabiiity
was si.lrveyed during a 1972-73  fisheries habitat
inventory on Steens Mountain. Of the 63 miles
surveyed that were accessible to livestock. 33 miles
had heavy streambank erosion damage. Some of the
streams ~~‘ith the most damage include Blitzen  and
South Fork  Blizen River. and Kriimbo.  Deep. Home.
McCoy. Kigar, Wdhorse and Mud Creeks Poor
streambank stability has also been observed along
Big Trout, Little Trout and Cottonwood Creeks ir? the
Trout Creek Mo~.;ntnins.  Streambank instability has
been caused by the removal  of protective riparian
vegetation by livestock and/or beaver. Along some
streams (e.g. Trot& Rddle,  McCoy and Kiger Creeks)
beaver  have cut down dense stands of aspen
allowing cattle access to stream bottoms resulting in
riparian vegetation removai.  stream bank trampling
and soil compaction. This causes stream channels to
become unstable  and villnerable to erosion and
headcutting {see glossary).

Nearly  the entire EIS area lies within the Oregon
Closed Basin watershed, an extension of the Great
Basin, The  east-central section is in the Owyhee
River drainage.

Snowmelt ir: spring and early summer  provides the
ma:jor pari  sf ruraff  f o r  pefcnnial  s t r e a m s .  Ciuring  ihe

remainder of the year, grollndwater  and sljbsurface
flow are the major conlributors to streamf!ow.  Most of
the streams in the EIS area are intermittent. These
flow only for brief periods as a resillt of snowmelt or
rainfall in which the intensity exceeds the capabIlity
of the soil to absorb water (Branson  et al, 797’2;

Annua!  yieids from the area t:sua!ly  range from 1 to
15 inches per acre, with most of the area yielding less
than 5 ifiches per acre. The total annual yreld  from
pubiic lands averages 323,144 acre-feet per year
!,Pac;ific  Northwest River Basins Commission 1970).

Water  on public lands is t:sed mainly by livestock,
wiidiife and fish. The sources of water are streams,
reservoirs, springs and wells, Over 90 percent of
water on private land is used fcr irrigation.

Groundwater  resources are found in all~lviai  deposits
in valley  areas and in volciinic rock materials. Studies
made prior to 1970  indicated that grOundwater
wi?hdrawal  did not exceed the natural recharge in the
watersheds (Pacific Northwest Fiiver Basins
Commission 1970. Appendix Vj,

Groundwater  quality is generally good; diss,?lved
solids are us~aily less than 1,000 milligrams per liter
(mg!l).  Excessive sodium and boron cause problems
in some places (Pacific Northwest River Basins
Commission 1970~.

According to the Oregon Department of
Environmental Quality jQDEQ 19X),  instream  water
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1982 p. 5). The chub was propused for Federal iisting
as an endangered species in January 1981 (45 FR 8:
6887, 19tsOj. This proposal is still pending. The chtib
is found on private !and in Borax Lake and in
channels flowing out of the east side of the lake.
Chubs do not occur on public lands.

Riparian Areas and Wetlands

Due to its scarcity. water and the water-associated
vegetation aria ver)c important to wild!ife as sources of
food ar,d cover (Thomas et al. 1979). For impact
analysis these areas have been divided into two
groups: rlparian  areas and wetlands.

In this document riparian areas are the linear strips of
lush vegetation along streams. About 1.914 acres
along  300 stream miles occur on public !ands.
Approximately 50 percent of the streamside riparian
habitat has deteriorated to poor condition due to
combined beaver and cattle activity (see Soils
section). Wetlands are lakes, rescrtioirs,  playas  and
sloughs which are permanently or seasonally
covered with water. See Figure 2-l and Table 2-5.

Upland meadows not along streams and riparian
areas adjaeerlt  to isolated springs have neither been
q:.lantified  in acres nor mapped. Consequently. these
areas are not illustrated on Figure 2-2 or incitided  in
riparian acreages. l-labitat  for wildlife is much below
potentiai in most upland meadows because of heavy
livestock use. Krumbo Creek is an example of how
headcutting and resulting lowered water tables have
eliminated moadoi% habitat.

A detailed, site specific listing of riparian areas and
wetlands is listed in Appendix G. Tables G-l and G-2.

Fisk

About 119 of the 300 riparian stream miles are
considered fish habitat. Approximately TO percent of
the 119 stream miles are in poor or fair condition for
fish. Habitat condition and species occurence for
each stream is displayed in Table 2-6,

R a i n b o w  trout,  Lahontm  c u t t h r o a t  trout a n d  cn~ppie
are planted on public lands to maintain the sport
fishery in four lakes (Juniper, Mann. Larksp:Jr  and
Wildhorse). two reservoirs (Rock Creek, Granddad)
and the Blitzen River.

Native fish in the EIS area include redband  and
cutthroat trout, minnows such as date and redside
shiners. bridgelip suckers. mountain whitefish and
sculpins. Some of these fish are relicts of once
widespread species, which evolved in isolation into
new species and subspecies having a limited range.
Because of limited range and declining habitat. the
American Fisheries Society has recognized five kinds
as being of “special concern” (Deacon et al, 1979):
redband  trout, Borax Lake chub, Alvord chub.
Whitehorse cutthroat trout and the Catiow tui chub.
Redband  and Afvord  trout are native to the EIS area.
As a result of the introduction of rainbow trout, the
Aivor-d trout became extinct and the redband  trout
populations were greatly reduced. The redband
population in Three-MilE  Creek, one of the few
remaining pcre strains, has been used by ODFW as a
source of brood stock for rearing in a hatbhery
(Wilmont 1974).

The Whitehorse cutthroat trout has been introduced
to Van Horn Creek, Denio  Creek, Mosquito Creek
and six others. Fish habitat on portions of these
streams is not affected by livestock grazing because
of steep topography. The Alvord chub I$ found in
several springs and desert streams in Pueblo Valley.
Four locations are on public lands. The Catlow tui
chub is restricted to Skull, Rock and Home Creeks ic
Catiow Valley, See Threatened and Endangered
Animals in this section for a discussion  of the Borax
Lake Chub.

Mule Deer

Deer are found primarily in areas illustrated on Figure
2-2. In 1980,  populations were about 12 percent
below ODFW rjbjective levels for the EIS area (ODFW
1981 a, 1983  b; Polenz  1982). About !I ,003 deer
concentrate on winter ranges when snow forces
them out of higher elevations. Food and cover
provided by winter habitat are especially important
because the deer’s fat reserves decrease during the
winter. Winter ranges are the first areas to have green
grasses and forbs in the spring. The spring growth of
grasses and forbs on public lands provides forage
needed by deer to improve their weakened condition.

Antelope bitterbrush is an important forage species
for deer, especially in the fall and early winter, tleavy
livestock use of bitterbrush decreases food for deer
on portions of Allotments 6008  and 6010. Heavy
livestock use and trampling decreases forage and
cover for deer in upland aspen stands especially in
Allotments 6023, 6015 and 6002,
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Abcui  9.500 d e e r  sunimer  o n  public  l a n d s ,  primarily

cm Steens M/fountain. Summer and early fall forage is
important because it increases fat reserves needed to
sustain deer through the winter. Riparian  areas
provide nutritious green forage late in the summer
when upland vegetation has dried.

Pronghorn Aflkk3pe

Antelope populations have shown a slow, steady
increase in recent years. During the summer,
an?eiope  are scattered throughout the EIS area,
Dilr:ng severe winter weather antelope concentrate at
lower elevations which are usually free from snow,

Antelope prefer low sagebrush flats with patches of
big sagebrush and juniper. Competition for forage
with cattle and wild horses is slight due to different
forage preferences (Vavra  and Sneva 1978). Lack of
water is a serious problem during drought years.

Most BLM fences in the EIS area allow freedom of
movement by having the bottom wire a minimum of
!S inches from the ground. Seedings and wildfire
have converted dense stands of big sagebrush to low
growing herbaceous  vegetation which is preferred by
antelope, Livestock water developments have
expanded antelope use into areas previously
unoccupied because of lack of water.

U p l a n d  G a m e  B i r d s

Sage grouse are found throughout the EIS area
primarily in the big and iow sagebrush types (Figure
2-1) and are reiatively abundant in some parts such
as the Steens and Trout Creek Mountains. Fifteen
strutting groi.lnds  and associated nesting areas have
been located !Figure 2-2). Many additional strutting
grounds are suspected to exist. Strutting grounds
and nesting areas are crucial habitat because grouse
mate each year ir these natural clearings in the
sagebrush. Most nesting occurs within 2 miles of a
strutting ground. Sagebrush. besides being important
as food, provides the necessary escape and nesting
cover. Upland meadows and meadows aiong streams
are crucial habilat because they supply insects and
succuieni  forbs to young birds (Savage 39693.

Chukar partridge. the most common gama bird in the
area, concerltrate in steep rocky areas adjacent to
streams and water developments. Chukars are
abundant in the exceiler;t habitat found in the Steens
and Pueblo Mountains. California quail are closely
associated with brushy riparian areas at elevations
below 6,OcEO  feet. Most populations are on private
lands. Mourning doves are spring through fall
breeding residents. Most nesting occurs in juniper
trees.

Water-Associated Birds

Approximately 70 species of birds use the area’s
wetlands during migration or for nesting, Some
representative species are the Canada goose.
whistling swan, cinnamon teal, gadwa!,  long-billed
curlew. American avocet, W&on’s phalarope and
spotted sandpiper. Thousands of birds use the
Malheur National Wildlife Refuge and adjacent
private farmlands. In comparison with refuge and
private lands, relatively little feeding and nesting
habitat is found on public lands. Approximately 4.000
public acres of wetlands are periodically inundated
and provide crucial nesting or feeding habitat {Figure
2-l). Some important use areas on public lands are
Juniper Lake, Mann Lake, Pueblo Slough and
numerous playas, Bird production is below potentiai
on some of these wetlands because livestock remove
food and cover. Crested wheatgrass seedings
adjacent to the Malheur Wild!ife  Refuge are important
feeding areas for Canada geese.

Other Mammals, Other Birds, Reptiks
and Amphibians

Approximately 230 of these species inhabit the EIS
area. Representative species include the black-tailed
jackrabbit, beaver, ravens, golden eagle, western
rattlesnake and spotted frog. Some species such as
the beaver are found in specific habitat types: others,
such as the deer mouse, are widespread over the EIS
area. Highest species diversity occurs in riparian
areas.

Ail unbranded and unclaimed horses in the EIS area
as of December 15, ‘197i are considered wild and free
roaming as defined in the Wild Horse and Burro Act
(Public Law 92-195). Two herd management areas, as
discussed in Table 2-7, contained the wild horses in
the EIS area in the base year 1980,

There are approximately 87.5 miles of existing
interior fences within the herd management areas of
which about 34 miles exciude wild horses from
private lands or seedings. These fences generally do
not cause injuries because the horses have become
accustomed to fence locations. See the Wiid Horse
Herd Managemet?  Plans on file at the Burns District
Office for additionai information concerning the wi!d
horses in the EIS area.
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distribution, of sites withir! the study area (&kens et
ai. 198Q,l. These inventories are consistent with
requiremen?s  of the Programmatic Memorandum of
ACJCXVMI~  between  the fxrd, ~ci~i~~r~  c3liw1  00
Historic Preservatir?n  and National Conference of
State Historic Presentation  Officers, dated January
14, 19&J.

Class IEI intensive field inventories are i:ndertaken
prior to W...?:l  actions which wotiid restilt it7 ground
disturbance or !and  ownership changes. The
0bjecAive  04 a C!ass  III inventory is to identify and
record all observable cultural resoarce  sites within a
specified area. Ciass III intensive field inventories
have been performed on 44.344 acres within the El.5
area. The results of these intensive inventories are
documented in each site-specific environmental
assessment.

No sites on public Jand in the EIS area are currently
on the National Register of Historic Places, The
criteria used to assess the eiigibllity of identified
cul?!.rral  resources  for inclusion in the National
Register are described in 35 CFR 12c12.6.

There are 34-O archeologic sites and ntimerous
isolated finds on or near public land 6vithiri the EIS
area.

There are 34 inventoried historic sites oil or near
BLM-administered land within the area, many of
which remain unverified in the field.

Paleontslogie  sites which contain vertebrate and
certain invertebrate fossils are protected within the
scope of the Antiquitjes  Act. While the EIS area has
not been thoroughly surveyed, certain fossils are
knoatin to ex;st. Most sites are on private land, and
there are feiv data dealing with site !ocations,
significance and cx&itians.

Visual resources are the land. water, vegetation.
animals and the other features (as described in this
chapter) that are visibie on pi~blrc &rids and
eonprise the scenic quality of the area. Visual
resource maxxgement  (VRM~ objectives have been
developed based UI an inventory and evaluation of
sce!lic quality. visual sensitivity and distance zone
(see Glossar;jj. Examples of high@  scenic and
sensitive areas on public land include Blitzer?  ar;d
Little Biitzen River canyons, Pueblo Mountairss,
S&ens Mountain (alpine  ridge, Frenchglen to Steens
Ranch, P.kln Lake, Tencent  Lake, McCoy Creek
Canyor;,  Fish Greek Can+yon,  A!vord  Dese:i  Rasin,
Alvord Lake, Big arid Little Indian Creek Canyons.
and Page  Springs Recreation Site,

VFW  classes specify management objectives and
afiow for differing degrees of modification {W.&l
PJ,ani~al 84-H‘,.  Ckiss i provides the highest levei  of

0rotection for scenic values, ar?d Class IV the lowest
ievel. Public lands in the iI% area are VRM Class II
(32 precent).  C!ass  iI! (12 percent) and Class IV (56
percent). VRM class delineations for the Ar?drews  EIS
area are avaiiabie if7 the Burns District Office.

ESS VALUES

Under the terms of the Federal Land Psiicy and
Management Act of 1976 (FLPM4). roadless  areas of
5,QtliO acres or more that have \nriiderness
characteristics are to be reviewed within 15 years for
possible wilderness designation.

After consideratiorr of public cornments  on the BLhil
wilderness review, the Oregon State Director has
announced his final decisions for public larids iri the
EIS area inciuded in the intensive wilderness
inventory. In the EiS area. 22 areas {totaling about
733.260  acres} have been ider-itified as Viilderness
Sttidy Areas [see Glossary).

The intensive wilderness inventory and
accompanying maps for Oregon are available in the
Burns District Office.

Areas of Critical Envirorxmntal Concern (ACE&j
are areas on the public lands where special
management attention is required to protect and
prevent irreparable damage to important historic,
cuitural. or scer:ie values. fish and iliildlife resources,
or other naturai  systems or processes! or tc protect
life ar:d safetk, from natilral hazards (FLPMA Section
193(a);!,

Qf the areas nornirxted for ACEC consideration
during the District’s piannir?g  process, 5 have
potential for designation lsee Table 2-9).  Ail potentiai
ACECs  meet the identification criteria (relevance anti
importance) as derived from the Federai Lancl  Polic):
and Management Act (19761 and described in USCI,
BLM ~198Ob~. ACEC designation. if considered
appropriate, wi!l  be part of the Management
Framework Plan decisiorz for the area.

Five areas on public land iSteens Mountain, Little
Bhtzer! GCJrgf?,  Kiger  &Xge /%&3x!,  ,bhOrc!’ f%Isir-!~

Blitzen  River) have been identified as potentiaf
Nationai Naturai  Landmarks (see GlDSSaYfj  b;: the
National Park Service (NPS) (Cauber:mire  1975:
Bostick et al, 1975),  The entire len$h of the Blitzeri
River has also been identified by the State of Oregon
for potential scenic waterway desigr-ratlon.

Research Natural Areas iFWAs. see Glossary! are
established  and maintained primarily for research
and educational purposes. Eight areas are being
considered for RNA. designation {see Table  2-9).  The
plant communit:! or habitat types /is&d represent tail
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Farm proprietors’ jnccme varies widely from year to
year as shown by the figures frjr Harney County
since 1974:

The labor force--people working or looking for work
averaged 3,670  in 1981, a decline from 4.120  in 1980
due primarily to the closure of a large lumber mill.
Unempioymeni  averaged 21.8 percent of the labor
force in 198’1. The industrial composition of non-
agricuitural  wage and salary  employment in 1981  is
shown in Table 2-l 0.

Data on farm {and ranch) employment is not
available for 1981,  but in l980 there were 423
farm:ranch proprietors and an average of 322 farm
wage and salary workers employed (U.S.  Department
of Commerce, 13823.

The value of agricultural production in i980 was
$23.5 mil!ic!n  including $S,O millic?n in crops sold  and
$1&S  mil!ion  in livestock and livestock products,
There were i 10,000 cattle and calves in the county
on danua:y  ‘; ( 19813.  The value of cattle and calves
sold was $1&O million. (OSU Extensisn  Service,
1981).

The business of livestock production creates
additionat Ilticai sales activity through the purchases
by ranchers and their suppliers. A portion of these
gross sales are earned by individuals as personal
ins;orns, Eski~~ates of the relalioRships al ranshers’
sales tr, total g 0r ss sales and is personal kmme

generated have been obtained from inter-industry
models  for these counties developed by the Forest
Service for the year 1977 (USDA, FS 7982). (See
Appendix H.) Applying these estimates to 1980
livestock sa!es figures the total gross sales generated
locally by livestock producers in 1980, was $38.7
million, Local personal income generated by the
gross sates was $10.9 million,

The following sections describe several measures of
the value of 5LM grazing privifeges to thg livestoCk
industry, and estimate the amount of local  ineclme
and empioymeot generated by the existing level of
activities arising frrjm public land use.

During the 1980 grazing year (3’1:‘8O-2.‘28%1),  32
permittees heid grazing privileges on public lands in
the EIS area. Their active preference (see Gisssary)
totaled 102,988  AUP&, and their actual (paid j use in
1980 was 1Oi .799 ALMS. They reported total herds of
30,085 cattle. Assuming 12 AUMs of forage for each
animal per year. actual use sf BLM forage provided
28 perGent  of total forage requirements. Six
permittees were dependent on 5LM forage for more
than 50 percent of their annual requirements. The
use of BLM forage is heaviest during the spring and
summer. and it comprises 90 to 100 percent of the
forage requirements in that season for half (16) sf the
permittees. Mcst permittees have very limited alterna-
tive forage sources during that period. Table 2-11
shows the average annual dependerxy (5LM forage
as a percentage of total needs), and the distribution
of permittees by peak level of dependence.

The Bureau of Land %~anayernent  does not treat
grazir-g  permits as vested property rights; however,
effects on private asset valuation may occur. Based
on BLM file data and contrxt appraisal studies, the
asset value of public; forage is estimated  to be about
$40-$45  per .4UM. Estimates of the capitalization
values placed OR grazing permits associated with
ranch properties when scrid have varied IrJidely fromi
this estimate. A study of ranch sales in Grant and
Umatiila Counties found no statistically valid
evidence that public grazing use affected ranch sale
values jWinter  et al. 1979).  However, grazing
preferences have sold at prices ranging from $22 to
$55 per AUM in southern ldaho  according to the
Owyhee Grazing Management FE6 (UXJl. BLM
l%Oc),  and an average price of $65 per AUiii’l was
indicated in interviews with parties to the sale of
sebwal  ranch properiies in eastern Oregois duri!ig
the years 1977 to ?%I (USDI. 5LM 198Od).
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Chapter 3
Environmental
Consequences





Throughout this chapter. environmenial
consequences (impacts) are compared to the
existing situation, as described in Chapter 2.

The significant impacts resulting from implemen-
tation of the proposed action and each of the
alternatives are analyzed irs this section. If a resource
is not affected or if the impacts are considered
insignificant, no discussion is included. Anaiysis,
including the scoping process, indicates that there
would be no significant impacts upon air quality,
minerals, climate, or energy consumption.

The snajor  actions which cause impacts are ailoca-
tion of existing and future forage production,
implementation of grazing systems, change in period
of use and implementation of range improvement
projects. No change is expected from the existing
situation on the unaiiotted  areas (509 acres):
therefore, these areas are not discussed further.

The following criteria were used to determine the
nature and extent of impacts identified:

Adverse impact:

No impact:

Short term:

Long  term:

Wesource  conditions would
improve relative to the
existing situation.

Resource conditions would
deteriorate relative to the
existing situation.

Resource conditions would
remain the same as the
existing situation.

The 1 O-year period needed
to complete the range
improvement projects and
implement grazing systems.

Fifteen years after
implementation of the
proposed action or
alternative (10 years for
implementation plus 15
additional years).

The foliowing assumptions have been made as a
basis for the impact analysis:

l Monitoring studies woulc’  be completed as
indicated and adjustments made as needed,

l Vegetation is the only resource which would have
primary impacts. Any changes in production, or
composition of vegetation would affect other
resources.

l Standard procedures and design elements would
be effectively carried out for construction of range
improvement projects in the proposal or any
alternative.

l Regular maintenance would be carried out to
maintain the functional capability of all range
improvements.

lMl?AcTS ON VEGETATI

Changes in vegetative characteristics such as forage
production, forage condition, residual ground cover,
riparian vegetation and threatened or endangered
plants are dependent upon plant species composition
changes. A summary of the !ong-term impacts to
vegetation is shown in Table 3-1 e

Impacts to the 17 vegetation types will not be
discussed separately because the plants most
affected by the proposed action and the alternatives
are found in almost every vegetation type.
Consequently, ?he expected changes in key species
would occur in nearly every vegetation type although
in somewhat different proportions depending upon
the present composition and potential of the site and
the actions being proposed.

The followirlg  analysis identifies the general changes
in composition of the key species that are expected
to result from the components of the proposed action
and each alternative. (See Table  l-l for components
by alternative.) Since significant composition
changes usually take several years, the following
analysis is confined to a discussion of long-term
impacts.

Estimates of changes in composition af key species
were based upon obsewations  by district personnel,
professional judgment, analysis of similar grazing
systems elsewhere and cited studies. No change
from the current species composition is expected on
areas managed under fenced Federai range or
unallotted status,

l The proposed action or any alternative selected
would be fully implemented as described in
Chapter 1~ Grazing systems would be followed.
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The lieestock  forage aliscation  and the grazing
systems (Appendix B. Tables B-l and B-2) in the
proposed action and the alternatives d@termit?e  the
degree and timing of utilizntiori  of the key species.

Grazing systems for riparian areas are summarized in
Table S-5 ar;d listed by stream in Appendix G. Table
G-1 11-1 the following discussion, each grazing system
is discussed with respect to its effect on key species
composition. Grazing  systems which provide rest
during the critical part of the grwing season
(normal& h?w, I to August 15, depending on th@
ele~~ation~  wsbild result in increases in k@)i
herbaeeous  species. Ewing this period piants are
drawing 6:~ stored carWlijidrat@s  to develop flower
staiks and veg@tatit~@  growth. Carbohydrate reservss
ar@ replenished d:~ring  the later stages of this period
prior’ to seedrip@.  The eriticai period of growth ends
wh@n  the piant has replenished its carbohydrate
reserves and has produced seed, Removal of foliage
dL.:ring the period of critizai  growth results in redilced
vigor :bkieh is e~id@nced  bqf fewer see&talks, ~owr
vegetative production, and a smaller crown siz@, In
the foliowing  discussion, each proposed grazing
system is evaluated for its abilitS/ to allow plar;ts to
complete the critical stages of growth, Table 3-2
presents a summary of this discussion

3-2

Winter Grazing System - lncreas@s  ir3 herbaceous
key saecies  are expected under this system because
wit-de; use alisws plants to corrlpIe?e  the stages of
development from initiation of growth through
dormanc);  without interruption, Grazing wo~~ld  begin
after the h@rbacSoS  species have become dorm%nt
and the carbohydrates ha/r@ been stored in the roots.
The effects orr woody species are somewhat different
since shrubs store carbohydrates in the iiboS:e-
ground stems. Moderate utilization of shrubs is
expected io result in the production of fewer flow@rs
in the spring but 115 significant change if> woody
species composition. Some areas proposed f,or
winter livestock us@ would have year long IAS@ by
horses (e.g. Tuie Springs ailotmentj.  No change in
herbaceous  key species is expected in these areas

Spring Grazing System - Spring grazing r@sui:s in the
remova!  of preview year’s growth together with 28 to
30 percxnt  of the current year’s growth! primariiy  of!
perennial grasses, This system is prulposed  in some
areas in order to allow grazir?g of annual  grasses
which are not as pakdabk later iti the season.

Grazu?g during spreng requires the plants to draw
heavily on carbc3hydrai@  reser~~es in order to replace
the grazed portions. However. since grazing c@ases
white adequate soil moisture is aw3.ilable,  most plants
ar@ able to reach full growth, produce seed and
replenish carbohydrate reserves.



Seeriling  estab!ish;nent  wouid  depend  upcn  the
intensity of grazing in the spring following
germination. If seedling plants are not physical!y
damaged through trampling or berng  pulled  up. they
would normally he established by the start of the
third growing season (Studdart, Sm& and Box 1975,
p. 483j.  As a result. an increase in key herbaceous
species cornposition is expected. The effect of the
spring system on woody key species is similar to
winter. Utilization of ?~oody species, expected to be
light to moderate. would be sufficient to prevent any
increase in woody key species composition,

Sprirsg/Sumsnes  Grazing  System - The effect of
spring/summer grazing on species compositisn  is
largely dependent on the degree of utilization on the
key species. Grazing would occur every year during
the critical part of the growing season under this
system. Some researchers (e.g. Laycock 1981)
indicate that perennial grasses can maintain Vigor
under such a system if the distribution of grazing is
uniform, the condition of the range is fair to good.
and the interisity of utilization is light or moderate.
Other studies (e.g. Cook 1971 j indicate that even
mod&rate  levels of utilization may be too severe for a
spring:‘summer grazing system. All researchers agree
however, that heavy use leveis under a spring;
summer systsm results in lowered vigor of the grazed
plants,

Although the proposed stocking rates are designed
to achieve moderate levels of utilization on most
areas. factors such as terrain, location of fences and
water, and the type of vegetation found in the
Andrews EIS area often prevent uniform patterns of
grazing. tieavy grazing inevitably will occur on some
portions of an allotment and light use will occur in
other areas. A decrease in key species composition is
expected on those areas %within  an allotment which
receive heavy utilization -- primarily areas adjacent to
water detieEopments,  riparian areas and fiat valley
bottoms, Spring!summer  grazing at the Squaw Butte
Experiment Station, where stocking rates were
designed to achieve a moderate level of grazing use,
resulted in heavy utilization of 37 percent of the
range. Over an 11 -year period. this produced a
change in species composition toward dominance by
intermediate species such as Sandberg’s bluegrass
(Hyder 1951 Jo Decreases in key woody and
herbaceous species are expected to occur in
streamside riparian areas which are accessible to
livestock under spring.!summer  grazing. Livestock
prefer green ftorage; consequently, as the upland
herbaceous species become dry in !ate summer
livestock begin grazing green woody species in the
riparian areas.
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an equilibrium with its source of nutrients, usualiy
after a period of at feast 5 years. It is during this stage
when periodic, light to moderate levels of grazing can
maintain and even enhance the production of the
woody species in the community.

Temporary exclusion of livestock would occur for a
period of at least 2 years on 13,695 acres along Kiger
and McCoy Creeks under the proposed action, This
would allow the key woody and herbaceous species,
particularly those in the riparian areas to improve
vigor and /ncrease  in composition. Upon resumption
of livestock grazing, the proposed management
(deferred grating during September only) would
maintain the riparian key species composition in
these areas.

Traihwg  = Trailing use limited to two s-day periods of
use each yea,r,  would allow most plants the
opportunity to complete the stages of growth.
Increases in key woody and herbaceous species are
expected in these areas.

Irrigated pasture m Specific proposals for periods of
use and rotation of livestock on the irrigated pasture
have not been formulated, but would be timed to
maintain the seeded plant community.

The removal of vegetation inherent in construction of
the range improvements (Appendix 8, Table E-3)
woufd cause both a short term and long term
disturbance of vegetation as shown in Table 3-4. In
addition, a decrease in the composition of key
species would QCW~ on 5 to IO acres around each
new water development as a result of heavy
utilization. The largest change in species
composition would be caused by the proposed
vegetation manipulation.

Vegetation manipulation (brush control, brush
control with seeding and irrigation} is proposed
primarily in portions of the big sagebrush vegetation
type where significant improvement in the forage
condition rating would require more than 15 years
using grazing management alone. The acreage of
vegetation manipulation shown in Table 1-l
represents a total conversion of approximately 27
percent of the big sagebrush type under Alternative
2, 14 percent under the proposed action, and I
percent under Alternative 3.

The proposed methods of brush control are burning
and spraying, Burning would temporarily reduce
sagebrush because sagebrush does not resprout
foliowing fire. The effect of burning on perennial
bunchgrasses varies ihiith the intensity of the fire,
season of the burn and the species of grass in the
burn area. The composition of Sandbergs bluegrass;
junegrass, bluebunch hfheatgrass,  cheatgrass and
squirreltail,  where present, would increase on areas

Idaho fescue have been shown in some studies to be
significantly damaged by burning {Britton  I978). The
amounts of these species are expected to be at least
temporarily reduced in the burned areas, Several
studies in Idaho indicate that fall burning does not
harm most forb species (Britton 1978) and spring
burning on Forest Service-administered lands  near
the EIS area significantly improved the vigor of forb
species (Adams t986),

The proposed spraying of 2.4-D for brush control
would temporarily reduce sagebrush in the treated
areas. Increases in native bunchgrass production of
more than 206 percent have been shown to occur
following spraying of sagebrush with 2,4-D (Hyatt
1966). Annual forbs such as mustards would in-
crease, while perennial forbs such as lupine and
buckwheat would decrease in composition imme-
diately following spraying although reestablishment
is expected over the long term. Mueggler and
Blaisdeli  (1958) showed about a 38 percent increase
in total {annual and perennial) forb production
several years following spraying of sagebrush.

On the areas proposed for seeding and irrigation,
brush control by burning or spraying would occur to
prepare the site for seeding. Crested wheatgrass
along with other suitable species would be seeded on
147,800 acres under Alternative 2, 78,520 acres under
the proposed action, and 4,957 acres under
Alternative 3, Based on observations of existing
seedings in the EIS area and studies of similar areas
in Oregon (Findlay 1974),  crested wheatgrass wsutd
comprise 58 to 90 percent cf the seeded area.
Species composition following treatment would vary
according to the success of the brush control, the
survival of other species in the seed mixture and the
amount of precipitation in the year following seeding.
On the areas proposed for irrigation (2,500 acres
under the proposed action and AJternative  3; 6,400
acres under Alternative 21, big sagebrush vegetation
would be eonserted  to a community composed
entirely of pasture grasses and/or alfalfa.

Some of the new spring developments would cause a
major change in species composition on a maximum
of 12 acres of riparian vegetation areas at springs and
seeps. As these springs are developed, water
previously supporting small areas of riparian
vegetation would be diverted to livestock water
troughs. Fencing would protect any remaining
vegetation on the overflow areas, Consequently, a net
increase would occur over the long term in both
woody and herbaceous riparian key species at
springs,
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Species
Composition
By Weight

Existing Situation (Fair)

Long Term Situation (Good)

Measured
Utilization

Riparian and Wetland Vegetation

Impacts to riparian vegetation are based on the
expected change in the composition of woody
species (primarily willow). Impacts to vegetation in
wetland areas are based on the expected changes in
herbaceous  species (primarily sedges and rushes),
Table  3-2 shows the effc-ci  oi grazing systems on
ripariar;  key species. Response to grazing
management would occur primarily  in the streamside
riparian areas whic.h  are accessible to livestock and
are currently in poor or fair condition (using the
w~ldhie  habrtat  ratir;gsj, Good or exceilent  condition
areas a:e generally inaccessisie  to livestock due to
dense shr:jb cover. existing ivies or steep. rocky
topography. Theref~sre,  most would not be impacted
b;/ any of the a&rriatives.

lclost  of the j3i3Or  and fair condriisn  rrparian areas are
cur-rent@ under spring Wmmer  or deferred  grazing
management. These areas v~ould have significant
increases  in riparian woody key species under
Allernative  3 and the proposed action. due to
exclt.isioi~ from 86 percent and 28 percer:t.
respectively, of the riparian vegetation in poor and
fair condition. Alternatives 7 and 2 would provide
protection for approximately 72 percent of these
areas, The effect of exclusion is discussed under
grazing systems in the preceeding  section.

POl997&
Poimds Pocands Fkniahing
Annual Annual After

P r o d u c t i o n  Consumption Grazing

Under al! alternatives, small urIquanl!fi&  areas of
access to water by l~estock (vdater gapsi adjacent to
exclusion areas LYOLI~~ have virtuail,~ a!l  broody
vegetation removed.

The effect of spring developments on riparian
vegetation at springs and seeps is discussed crnder
range improvements ii1  IhEj  Species CornposItion
section.

Threatened, Endangered and
Sensitive Wants

Site specfflc  information concerting  the impact of
existing livestock grazing management is !acklng  for
the eleven plant species under review for Federal
listing as threatened or endangered status and the
1 IO plants considered as ssnsltive by BiM {shown  in
Table 2-3). For example, under Alternative 3,
beneficial impacts could occur to plants which are
palatasle  to livestock ant.-! are located within the
proposed exclasion weas. The removal  Gf li~.~esrock
could allow these plarrts  to expand into adjacent
suitabie habitat. On the other hand, livestock
exclusion could favor plants which are preferred  by
livestock and which may be in competition with the
sensitive plants. Without informatior?  on the reqorlse
to grazir:g  of these plants, the impact of proposed
charlges  il? grazing management cannot be
predicted. Adverse impacts dtie to vegetation
manipulation and range improvement cons.truetion
would be avoided by conducting intensive pIant
inventories of the project area and modify:ng the
design as needed in accordance with Bareaii policy
(Chapter ‘1).
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Wirdlife  woukd  exFeriar;ce  both primary and
secondary impacts. Primary impacts affect wildlife
popl;laiions  directly, Some exaniples nf adverse
prj~;art~  in?piscts a:‘e. a\‘0 idarxe of livestock by big
game; deer and antelope fence mc~-:talitics:  nest
disturbance cr destruction from !ivestock  trampling:
a& animal  displacement from burning. Primary
impacts  are :,?eliewd  to be insign!ficant  in the long
term. Although individuals are lost, population trends
are unaffected.

Secondary impacts affect wildlife populations
indirectly by changing the vegetation cr wild!ifc
habitat and can be beneficial or adverse. Two adverse
examples are loss of sagebrush cover from herbicide
spray1n3  and siliatior7 of stream bottoms from
exposed tiariks, Bweficiai examples  are increased
nesting corer from improved ripanan vegetation an3
new sources of water from water deve!opments.

Wilc!ltk populations in the EIS area have not beer!
monltored to determine the impact of grazing
systems acd range ~mprovernents.  Therefore. impact
analjtsis  was based on less direct methods which
focus on wildlife habitat, Some considerations in
predictirig  i,mpacts  were,

1. Corditiw of habitat as based on visual
observation by district personnel and limited
habitat insentory.

specrrrc  grazbq  s y s t e m . livestock exclusion or
range improve?-wt.

4. Research applicable to the E/S area.
5, Fie!d observati.zns  of past impacts to wildlife

pqwiations and their habitat.

A!I wedicted impacts to popuiations  were assumed
te be from habitat changes. Weather. hunting,
disease and p:‘edatron were asstimed  to be constant.
Actions wtiicn increase habitat diversity were
assumed to a!so in;zrease  the numbers and kinds of
v;i!diife although impt~oved habitat does not always
result in Increased animal numbers. Predation may
prevent Fopulation increases. A recent study by
ODFW found that 80 percent of the marked antelope
fawns wdre killed  by predators, prima:!ly coyotes
(Wiilis 7 382j

The proposed action or ar;y of the ait,, j~~-lntives  woa!d
have no effect 317 peregrine ialcons. bald eagles,
Borax Lake Chubs. kit fox or snowy piovers.
Changes in bird and smail mammal populatrons
ws;ouid not be great  enoticjh  to siyn~fisantly affect
food for bald eagles or peregrine falc~;ns. Active

nesiir~g or roost sites are r10~+ Q~(JLljY)  [r? tt,c> E!S “> ‘-1’>at txl
The Borax Lake chub wou!d  not be impacted
because It does rwt OCCIII’ on public lands. Gbanges
tn vegetation and resultlng  small mamma!
pcpu!ations would nor be grear enough to afiect kit
fcx habitat. Ori public lands, the lakc  piayas used by
snow+  plovers recei-;e  light or no livest70ck  use,

Impacts iri ripariar:  area3 are significant because
these areas coniain  the greatest dewties and
varieties of species ~Thomas  et al. 1979).  See F;gure
2-l for location of major riparian al’eas. Fish
psptilations  in streams are largely  dependent on the
conditior\  of adjacent riparia!  habitat Poor riparian
habitat reduces soil water retention wl?i~h results ir!
drying of more stream area during summer and
autumn. Portions of streams which are now parenniai
may become intermittent. (See Impacts on Water
Resources. Water Guantity).

Impact  predictions were made by comparing existing
grazing s:istem and condition with proposed  graziq
system at each riparian area (see Tabie  3-5, 3-6 and
Appendix (2. Table G-l 1. impact predictions irot::  the
vegetation section (Tab/e  3-Z) were used to predict
wildlife habitat trend. For exampie,  an increase  it7 key
riparian species would result in an upward wildlife
habitat trend.

L.ivesiock exclusion ~ou!d improve riparian habitat to
good CT excelieni  condition w:here livestock grazing
has been  darnagiFg  riparian habitat Mzf of the
improvement would occur daring the first 6 years,
Successful streambank  ferlcirig projects ba;se  beer)
doc:jmei?ted  in Oregon (Vinegar IV73. Utah (Duff
1978)  and Nevada (Crispin 1981).  Livestock exclusion
along Blitzen  River has resulted in upward tren-i  and
greatly improved  wildlife habitat condition as
documented by photo studies in the B.;rns District
()ffice, -!-he  rc:no;tal  of c&tie al/o;f<ed  t)~ih ygoody  ;f,r:d
herbac~ous  plants to increase. resulting ir: increased
habitat diwrsitq. Similar riparjsn areas with-.  a high
potentia!  for improvement wo;Jid be expected to
improve one or two conditicn classes. i.e,, Troui
Creek, Big Indian  Creek, Little Blitzen  River. McCoy
Creek. Souiii Fork Plitzen River. Kige: Creek. Rddle
Creek. Cotronwoad  Creek. Kirlgs FS,i~*er and others.
Decreases in tip&an piant species  at watergq~s
would result in poor wildlife habitat ar ii-we
locations.

i;razir?g  sptems  other thxi exci~!sion which irx.x!asC
key riparian piant species compositior:  !Table  3-Z)
wou!d  improve ripariar!  habitat for ;+jilijiife at 2 '.iery

slew rate. Imprsvement from poor to fair csndrtion
may take up to 20 jeXllY. Grazincj  systems which
decrease key ripwiar? plant spec~as  ~$,ouid resuit in
further deteriisratior!  of ~~cjiidliie  hahitaf

Ceveioprnent  of springs wc:ild initaliy destroy some
wildlife  M&t in ripar’inn  areas ai each  spring site.
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bird species and a lower density of birds, mammais
and reptiles than did areas dominated by sagebrush.
Nesting bird.3 were redticed to a single species, the
horned !a+:.  Similar impacts can be expected in the
EIS area Seedings may be beneficial to czrlev<s
which i:ave been observed in existing seedirqs  in the
Eurns  District. Seedings which have forbs and shrubs
in addition to crested  wheatgrass wotild  have greater
habita!  diversity than a seeding composed primariry
of crested wheatgrass,  Adverse impacts would be
less zvere.

In the short term, Mrning wouid moderately redi.lce
popr~latior;s.  Sonw animals would be killerj  during
the fizz: others would be displaced to areas where
they could not compete with the existing
pop~!t;latio!is,  In the long term, burning wci~ld benefit
wildilfe  by creating a significant amouilt  of edges.
More herbaceous food wotild  be available adjacent  t.o
sagebrush cover.

Wel!s,  sprir-gs  and pipeiines wo::lld  increase  ?dildiife
distribution t,ecause  ground level water wo~;ld he
available. Occasiona!  drownings of small birds and
mammals wcuid  cczur  i!i troughs despite escape
ramps, Increased swrces of water provided by new
reservoirs wculd increase distribution and numbers
of f’4ecies such as the mountain cottontail. Brewer’s
blackbird and srjadefoot toad.

CONCWSBON

The analysis iof impacts to :h;ildlife  as summarized in
Table l-3 ieads to the following major cuiciusions.

l Small mammals, birds and fish which are
deperrder;t  on riparian areas woulc increase as ke)i
riparian ;;lant species composition iricreases.
Conver&iy. a decrease in poptilations  call  be
expected as key plant species decrwse. Exclusiorlv
can be expected to quickly improve habitat to at
least good condition ir: 5 to 10 years. Certain:
grazirlg  systems wiil slowly improve habitat over a
period cf 23 years.

l Fish numbers wil increase as npar!an  habitat
imprwes. The proposed acticn would siowiy
improve 27 percent of the stream nniles with
grazing S~E~iWrE.  New exclosures  would  quickly
improve habitat on 8 percent of the stream miles.
Poor conditions ar:d or downward trend will
contiwe  on 75 percent of the habitat. In
Alternative:; 1 and 2, existing ex&sures $,~o!.ild
cont!nue  to improve about 9 percent of the stream
habitat, in Aiterr?ative 1. about 47 percet?  would
continue in poor condition:.  primarily dtie to
livestock grazing. Livestock exclusion of entire
watersheds irl Alwnative 3 would great!y  improve
the fisheries in t/-e Trout Creek. Pueblo  and
Steens Mountain. Approximately 56 percent of the
stream miles wor,lid  improve greatly: 10 percent
wc~uld continue in poor condition dae to livestock

grazing, Neither the proposed action r?or any of
the alternatives woi;ld change fish size or number-s
or; any of the lakes or reservoirs.

l No change in water-associated bird production
wild occw ir! the proposed action or Alternatives
1 and 2 because most of the wetlands  used by
these birds are presentI,.*I excJu&ij from liyestock.
Additional livestock exclilsion  in AltwMive 3
would increase bird prodaction  slightly.

l The proposed action wr,uld  inseas deer
numbers to ODFW objectives. Alternatives 1 and 3
wc juld maintain existing ntimbers Decreased
cover from brl!sh  controi  in Aiteruatikie  2 would
decrease deer wmbers,

l Antelope would irweasa ill Alternative 2 arid the
proposed actior!  becai!se  of brush control.
seedings and water aevelopments.  Brush control
would convert dense stands of big sagebrush to
low growing herbaceous vegetation: preferred by
antelope. Alternatives 1 and 3 would maintain:
existing popillatioris,

l Sage grwse would decrease under Alrernat~e 2
because of bush control adjacent to strutting
grounds.

l Smail animal populations would increase or
decrease depending on the degree of habitat
modification with each alternative. Vegetation
manipulation would significantI;/  redaze  bird,
man’imal  and reptiie populations on 26 percent
(Alternative 2). 13 perter-it  (proposed action), or
percent (Alternative 3) of the big sagebrush
vegetation ty;e. Bird and !mammal  populatiow
can be expected to increase significantly at
riparian areas exciuded from livestock grazing,
Amphibian poptiiations  would increase Sightly
due to riparian protection.

The proposed action and a!ternatives  provide a
forage allocatiw for the maximum planned r:i;mber
of horses as shown in Table 3-13 The numbers
shown for the P.lvord,Sheepshcad  I-WA are for onI>’
those estimated to cise the Burns District. portion of
the HMA (see Chapter 2, Vv’i!d Horses, Table 2-7).
There would be periodic removai  of horses to
maintain pianned numbers under the proposed
actiori and a!!  alternatives, Eased on obsewations  of
past reductions of the herds ar:d subsequent rates of
reproduction. the herd populations wou!d  be
expected to remain viabie.

The design, construction and maintenance of rartge
improvements under the proposed action and
Alternatives 2 and 3 would result in more people
being in the herd areas, temporarily disturbing the
wild horses with increased activity and noise. The
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Under the proposed action ar;d Alternatives 1 and 2.
deterioration  of fish habitat alorlg  a f .8 milt3 segment
of Denio  Cre2k wouid result in some degradation of
sport fishing. Under Rternatives  1 and 2, deferred
grazing atong portions of Trout Creek and its
tributaries wouid deg:ade the fishing experience
there.

Projected  visitor use to 7990 would not be
significantiy impacted under any alternative. Visitor
us3 reductions would be offset by increases in <visitor
use jn activities beneficially impacted, Dae to
increasing demand on p&lic lands, areawide
projected use for public lands in the Andrews EIS
area sould Incr~asc  about 26 percent over existing
lewis isee Table 2-81 for a total of about ‘155,720
visitor days iv 199G.

In the long-term. increasing deer populations
;proposed action) and ante!ope  populatiisns
(proposed action, Alternative 2~ would lead  to siight
corresponding increases in hunter tise. Decreasing
deer populations under Alternative 2 could leaa to a
slight decrease in hunter use.

lMl?ACTS UN CULTURAL
RESOURCES

In accordance with National Historic Preservation Act
of ?966,  as amenued,  Executive Order 1 I593 and
Bureau policy, appropriate measures would !33Et  taken
to identify ai7d protect cultural sites prior to ground
disturbing activities (see Cha.pter  1, Standard
Procedures and Design Elements for Range
lmprcvements), Therefore, no adverse impacts wou!d
occur  to kcown cultural sites of significance.

IMPACUS UN VISUAL
RESOURCES

Under the proposed action and all alternatives. p:o
significant impacts to viSc~al resources would result
due to vegetation allocation or grazing systems.

Each type of range improvement was examined to
determine the degree of contrast it would create
within the typica! landscapes of the EIS area,
Changes in ihe characteristic landscape {see
Glossary! caused by range improvements vary in
their potential to create contrast, Further. some
improvements and vegetative manipcllatio;~  projects
would add visually acceptable variety in an otherwise
monotonous, iandscape.  Table 3-14 identifies the
range improvements under the proposed action and
Alternatives :2 and 3 which have the potential to
create impacts in areas with high scenic quality and
sensitivity, Aternative 1 would create no impacts
because  there would be no new constructi0i-i of
range impro.,~ements.

Certain portions of the Andrev/s EIS area may
experience slight dogrsdation of visual quality.
Project design features, as well as VRM program
procedi!rz-s  and constraints, wsuld minimize
jandfsrm and vegetative contrast. In ine long term,
ViSEal qtiality would improve as rar;ge  c5nditIon
improves.

IMPACTS ON WILDERNESS
VALUES

All rangeland management activities  in designated
Wilderness Study Areas jsee Glossary, would !?e
consistent with the Interim F.$anagemer:t  Pcliq and
Guideiines for iar:ds I.;nder  Wilderness &WF?V,
(USDI, BLM 197911.  Ger:eraily.  these guidelines state
that changes in forage ailccation.  grazing systems or
range improilements may be imp]erj-;prlt.&  as jo!“jg  2-s
such changes v<ouid not impair an ar-es’s wilderness
suitability. New permanent range !mproven:ants  must
also enhance wiidefrless values by better protecting
the rangeland in a natural conditioir:,

Tabie 3-15  rdentifies  the proposed rangelar?c
improvements in WSAs by afternative.  Those
improvements which comply with inrerim
management policy guidelines coulcf  be constr;lcted
prior to a final decision regarding wilderness
designation Other impro~~emenis  {e.g., vegetative
manipulations) not it7 compliance with poircy
guidelines wou!d  be delaye d Denciirlg  23 decison!
regarding the area’s wilderness deslgnat!or;.  Such
improvements would then or+ be implementec!  ii ihe
areas were not designated wiiderness Site scec:fic
environmental assessments will idenrlfj;  which (13
those improvements listed in Table 3-15  have  the
poteniiai  to impair an area’s suitability For wiiderr:ess_
designation,

IMPACTS ON SPECIAL A

Livestock exciusion  from spei;iai area.5  currcntty
being grazed woti!d have the potential to create
bene f i c ia l  i~mpacis to  certain fmtural viilLJt3 in
potential ACE& and RN&s (see T&le  I-2). Under
Alternatives 1 and 2, the Steens potential .AC&C
wa~ld continue to have 4.890 acres excii:drd from
livestcck use. Under the proposed action, 7,333  acres
would be excluded and under Alierrative 3 the area
wouid be fully excluded, The Little Biitzer: potential
RNA 1A’oi.ljd  continue to be excl~~d&  under all
alternatives.

Under the proposed action the foilcpt!J;ny  special
areas ~(9~11”’ he axci~ded from !icestoc;k  ~232: Steeris. u *, , v

potential ACEC {7.3X acres) and Llttle  Biitzen,
Pueblo Foothiils.  Long Draw and Mickey Basifl
potential RNAs, Under Aiternative  3. all special areas
which are ctirrently being grazed  except Bosax Lake
would be excluded. The Borax Lake poter:tial  ACEC
would continue to receive winter use under all
alternatives.
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SILB classes have not been estimated because the
disposition of projected forage increases has not
beeri  d e t e r m i n e d ,

In determining the effect on dependence, actual
(paid) use in 1980  was sLjbtra&ed  from future
allocations based on 1980 active preference in each
allotment, and the resultant changes for each
permittee were converted to a proportion of the
permittee’s forage needs,

Table 3-10  shows how individual permittees would be
affected in the short term by the alternative actions in
terms of their anrwa!  forage requirements. The table
shows the number of operators in each herd size
c!ass  classified by whether they would have a loss,
no Ghange  01’ a gain in public forage (forage from
BLM-administered lands) in terms of their annua!
forage requirements. Also shown in the table  is the
average change in public forage as a percent of
annual requirements. This figure equals the total
change in p!dblic  forage expressed as a percentage of
the annual forage needs of all  permittees’ herds
combined.

ln the short term, six permittees would experience a
loss of forage greater than 10 percent of their annual

requirements under the proposed action and
Alternative 2. Under Alternative 3, 13 permittees
would iosF: 10 percent 1)r more of their annual
requirements.

The effect of forage losses would be more severe in
terms of forage needs at the time of greatest
depencence  on BLM forage. Permittees with forage
losses are tabulated in Table 3-17 by the percentage
of their month-to-month forage requirements which
would be lost.

A permittee experiencing a substantial and
continuing loss of forage during a period of peak
dependency might be forced to sell out. The social
impact for the permittee and family wo!.l!d  probably
be severe because of the close connection between
the ranching occupation and lifestyle. The intense
invo!vement  of the ranch family in the business
means a suhstantiai  social adjustment in changing
livelihoods. A second factor increasing the difficulty
of change is the relative isolation from other
occupations and lifestyles.
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LIST OF AGENCIES, ORGANIZATIQNS AND PERSONS TO WHOM
COPIES OF THE STATEMENT ARE SENT

Advisor; COI.KK~~  an Historic
Presewation
Bepartmeni  13f Agricuiture
Forest Service

Scii Crinservation .Service
Depat-ttner?i  of Defense
U,S. Army Corps  of Engineers
Department 9f the Interror
Fish and Wiidiife  Service
Geoiagrcai  Survey
Naticnal Park Service
Bureau of Mnes
Bureau of Recfamation
Environmental Protection Agency

State and Local Government

Harney County Planning Commission
Maiheur Cnunty  Planning Commission
IDA-OWE  Regional Planning and
Developmenl  Aswciation
Oregon State Clearinghouse
Oregon State Historic Preservation
Officer

Approximately 150 ether rndivicunis.

Copies of this draft en~~ironmcntal  impact statement
will be avai!at;le  for public inspection at the fcliuwing
ELM offices:

Washiragton Office of Publie  Affairs
18tn and C Streets
Wasninyton, DC 20240
Phme  (202i 34357”f\\\ I,

Oregon State Public Affairs Office
825 N.E. MlJittwmah
k?3 Box 2965
Portland. Cregon 97208
Phone (5113)  231-6277

Reading copies will be placed In ti:e fclio~~;ing
libraries: Portland State University, Portland; Oregon
State University, CcwWs:  University of Oregon,
Eugene; Cenlral  Ut,egon Community College. Bend;
and the Harney  and Malheur County Libraries.

Interest Gr9>ups

Ail Grazing Permittees  in
the Andrew  EIS Area
American Fisheries Societt/
American Horse Protection
Associatim
Defenders of Wild!ife
Desert Trails Association
Natura! Resources Defense Counci!
National Wildiife Federation
Oregon Cattlemen’s Association
Oregon Environmental Council
Oregon High Desert Study Group
Oregon Natural Heritage Program
Oregon Sheepgrowers
Oregon  GZiilderness  Coalition
Public Lands Councii
Sierra Club
Society for Range Management
Scuthcrn Oregcn Resource Alliance
!Scx?A~
The Wilderness Society
Wild Horse Orgnained  Assistance
Wildfife  Management Institute
Wildlife Society,  Oregon Chapter

Burns District Office
74 S Aivord St.
Burns, Oregon 97720
Pnone  (503.j 573-2071
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ALLOCATDhW

Proposed Action Alternative 1 No Action
LTLV

7,224
21,935

l,dlO
0

561
2.210
2,366
5,188
548

3 654
4:x0
8,803
209

13.791
420
275

1.7'18
3,728
19,648

323
113
91

413
3,600



Alternative 2 EmDhasize Livestock Aiternative 3 Emphasize Non-Livestock
STLY LTLV VErL W H N C STLV LTLV W L W H N C

7.224 2'3,185
24,778 34,657
1,41a 2,050
0 0
614 721

2,312 3.2&i
2,366 2!3E,6
5,133 6,506
548 1 7712(8 IU
3,654 3,654
5,040 7,511
9,762 13,526
209 254
7‘299 12,553
42G 2,643
2-i-5 46!
3!554 18,699
1.863 13,718
15,665 37 BC3
369 369
113 113
91 96
421 42'
3,600 4.305

74
708
191

0
60
70
114
81
5

367
54

249
67

566
12
23
66
63

492
31
18
3

Ai

0
349

0
0
0

11

z
0
0

120
264

0
0
0
Q

96
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

3 7.763 11.262
0 19.138 25,108

12 1.410 1.865
500 0 0

1 561 668
800 1.895 2,132

0 2,366 2,366
86 4,938 5,116
0 548 759
0 973 973

44 4,760 4,760
0 5.ii13 5,819
0 0 0
0 5,104 7.575
0 420 1,490
0 275 333

22 3,170 10,504
10 1,337 1,614
24 9,056 18,0X
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 91 96
0 413 413

20 3,262 3,635

74 0
708 3,392
191 0

0 0
60 0
70 108

113 0
8: 0
r

36::
0
0

54 400
249 1,200
67 0

566 0
12 0
23 0
66 46'i
63 0

492 0
41 0
13 Q
3 0

IO 0
65 0

44
2.397

12
500
54

1,120
0

336
0

2.681
44

3.OK
209

2.'95
0
0

22
526

6,633
369
113

0
8

35%

56.375 184.665 3,359 840 1,522 72,719 104,564 3,399 5.680 20.738
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Proposed Action



RSYk.

12
0
0
0
4n

i
5
0
0
3
5
Cl
1
2
0
4
3
3
0
0
1
0
6

55

0
0
0
0
0
0
G
0
0
0
3
iI
7
0
0
0
cl

26 1 4 7 , 3 0 0  6,iiclO

Only

39,680
6,720

G
G
0

1 1.040
0

i 5.000
0
0
0

6,150
0

17.900
1,205
2,600
4,100
2.760

36,601
0
0
0
c)

1.26;

145.611

21
74
0
cl
0
0
0
cd
0

1G
21
93
0
E
;
0

"I2
12
60
0
3
0
0
3

323

Bev.

0
0
0
0
8
3
0
2
0
0
3
2
0
10
0
1
4
6

"lo
0
0
0
0
0

31

Pipe

20
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
4
0
2
0
0
cl
2
1
0
2

29
0
0
0
0
0

60

Alternative 3 Emphasize Non-bivestsck

W&S

3
4
0
cl
0
0
0
ci
1
0
2
0
0
0
1
0
3
0
3
0
0
0
0
@

17

Rsvr.
Water Brew BrdV
I-Isles S e e d Irrig. Only

12 6
0 8
G 0
0 0
4 0
6 1
0 G
5 0
0 0
0 3
3 0
5 0
0 is
1 0
5 0
0 0
4 3
3 0
3 7
0 0
0 0
1 0
0 0
6 1

53 26

0
3 257

( c
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
cl
Cl
0
0
0
0

1.700
0
0
0
0
0

4.957

0
0
Cl
0
0

i
cl
0
0
0
0
0
0

200
0

1,408s
C'

go0
0
0
0
0
c?

0
0
0
0
5
0
0
0
0
Cl
i3
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

6,450
0
0
0
0
0





Appendix D

Scientific Names of Plants
n/lentiowed  in the ES

alder
alfalfa
basin wildrye
big sagebr1sh
hitterbwst;
biuebxxh wheatgrass
bottlebrush squirreftaii
buckwheat
bulrush
cheatgrass
chokecherry
creek dogwood
creeping wiidrve
crested wheatgrass
deck
groasev~ood
Idaho fescue
junegrass
Kentucky biusgrass
knotweed
low sagebrush
mountain brornegrass
mountain mahogany
needlegrass
Ne?iada bluegrass
pondiveed
quaking aspen
rabbitbrush
rush
saltgrass
Sandberg’s bluegrass
sedge
Sh~dSC.&
silver sagebrush
spiny hopsage
smartweed
Thurber’s needlegrass
western juniper
wild  rose
WillOW

Alnus ssp
Medicago satrva
El;i!?iCJS cinereus
Arternisra tridentata
Furshia tndentata
Agropyron  spicatum
Sitanion h*ystrix
Eriogonum spp.
Sci:pas spp,
Bromus teciorum
Prcirius vltgiiliarZi
Corrius sfoidnrfera
Elyrnus tritkx:des
Agropyron cristatum
Rumex spp
Sarcobatus  vwmicuiatiis
Festxa idahoensrs
Koelena cristata
RX3 pt”atWiSiS
k%iygc:Jr!:irri  s[;p
Ariemisia arbuscula
Bromus margiriatus
Cercocarpus lediiolius
stipa spp,
Pm nevaderisis
POtCiVi#CjetOn Spp.
Popi~~us Irem~iloides
Chrysothamrxs spp.
Juncus spp.
Distichlis spp~
Pea sandbergit
Carex spp
Atriplex  confertifoiia
Artem&x~ cana
Grayia spinosa
Polygonlrm  s/x3.
Stipa thurbenana
Juniperus occiddntalis
Rosa spp.
Salix spp,
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Appendix F
Properties and Qualities of the Soils in the Andrew

Narrative Slope Bedrock or

EIS Area







APPENLNX H

These  measi.ires  of the economic effects of changes
in progtm7.9-1.~3lateci  actiwties were estimated by use of
an Enterindu:;try computer mcdel  (lMPLAN) deveiop-
ed by the U.S. F’wast  Sewice.  representing the
economy of Harney  County,

An interindustry ior input-output) mcjdel  1s a
summary of all ti-ie: trans-actions occurring in an area
during a 1 -year period / showing for each industry or
economic sector tne amwnt  of its purchases from
every other industry (inputs) and the amount of its
sales to eve~j  other industry (outputs). Purchases of
goods tg be sold by trade industries are treated as
direczt sates by the producing industry, and !rade
industry transacticns  are limited to their gross margin
accounts or the part of therr transactions over and
above the CXlSi of goods sO!d.  This !nformatisri
represents tne interindustry relationships in the area
and permits the estimation of how a change in one
industry would affect otner industries and the
economy as a \n;hole.

When a specific cnange  occurs in the economy, such
as an increase in cattie sales due to increased forage
availability. tne cattie industry purchases more from
its suppliers, ranch families spend more. and so on.
Recipients rjf these purchases increase their
purchases. The end result of this process is
increased activity throughout the econom)i.  The
effects cm tiw industry  in which the initial change
occurs (e.g.. tne cattle industry) are termed the direct
effects of the change. The direct effects plus the
effects 31:  other industries in the loca!  economy make
up the totai local effects. Estimates of the effects per
unit measure are shown in Table t-i-l for livestock
production and range rmprovements,  the two
activities significantiy affected by the potential
prcgram actions.





Browse - That part of leaf and twig growth of shrubs,
woody vines and trees availabie  for animal
consumptron.





Playa - A shallow lake in an arid or semi-arid region
in which wate:- evaporates durmg  the drier months to
leme  a dry lake bed.

Preference .I See Total Reference arid Asti*;e
Preit?rence.

Proprietor .= One who owns and operates their own
business; one engaged in economic activity on their
own acco~;t  and not as an employee. Farm o: ranch
proprietor r?eed  not o*JGn  the land USEXA,

Pubilc hand - Fcrmal  name for lands administered by
the Bureau of Land Management.

Range Irfqxwement  - A structure, action or practice
that mcreases  forage production, improves
watershed at-d rar-;ge condition or facilitates
managtwrmt  uf the range or the livestock grazing on
it.

Range Trmd - A measure of the direction of change
in range condition.

Research MaturaB  Areas - Areas established ar;d
maintained for research and education, The general
public may be exciaded or restricted where
necessary to protect studies or preserve research
natura!  areas. Lands may have: (4 j Typical (3rr xitzxial
faunistic  or fioristic types. associations. or other
biotic phenomer!a.  or (:2] Characteristic or
outstanding geologic, pedologic or aquatic; features
or pracesses

Residual Grfawnd Cover - That  ps;rth~~  of the total
vegetative ground coyer that rWiW.ltiS after the
livestock grazing season.

Rest - As used il; this statement, refers to deferment
of graziiii;i on a range area fpasti03.l  to allow plants
to replenish  their food reserves.

Riparian - Pelated  to wet areas associated wirh
streams and springs.

Runoff - Thet poitiori of the precipitation on a
drainage area that IS discharged from ?he area in
stream channels, inciuding  both swface  and
SubsiJr-faee  f/OW.

Sediment Yield - The quantity of sediment
transported ihrough  a stream cross-section in a giw3s
time.

State Wisfokic Preservation Office (SHPO) - The
official within each State. authorrzed  by the State at
the request of fhe Secretary of the Interior, to act as a
liaison for ptxposes  of implementing the National
Historic Fresemtim  Act of 1866.

Total Preference - The total number of anima!  ur~ii
months of iivestock grazing on public lands.
apportioned and attached to base propert’9  ~ow-w~ 01’
corltroiled by a permitieg or lessee. The acti;*e
preference and suspended preference are combined
to make i/p the total grazing  preference.

UnaHotted  Lands - Public  lands which currently have
no al;thorized lwestock  grazing.

Unit Resource Analysis - A Biivl pianning document
which contains a comprehensive inventory and
analysis of the physical resources an4 an analysis of
their potentia!  for deveiopment. witbin a sperifip-i, , iu
geographic area.

Upland - All  rangelands other than ripariar!  areas or
wetlands.

Upland mea&w - A flat area characterized by dense
herbaceous  vegetation due to a hrgR water  tapie,

Utilization - The proportion of the current year’s
forage productior! that is consumed  or destroyed $4
grazing animals. This may refer either to a sing!e
species or to the whole i~egfxatiiie complex.
Utilization is expressed as a percent by weight.
height or numtsers  within reach of the grazin;
animals. Four ievels of utilization are used in this
doctiment:  light $140  percent). moderate (414%
percent). heavy i6i-80 percent). and severe t81-100
percent).

Vegetation ABlocatiesn - in reference to forage. the
distribution of the available livestock forage
production to the various resotirce needs sush as
wildlife, !ivcstock,  wild horses and nO:1CoilsL:ri7ptilie~;~
use,

Vegetation Manipulation  - As used in this statement.
refers to seeding and ~riish control range
improvements.

Vegetation Type - A grouping of plant communities
which have simiiar dominant plant species.

Vegetative Ground Ccsver  - The percent oi the lane!
surface covered by ail living and UndecomposPd
remnants of vegetatior: within 20 feet of the ground

Vigor - The reiatiwz  weli-being and i-eaith cf a plant
as reflected by its ability to manufacture sufficient
food for g:owth.  maintenance and reproduction.

Visual Corstaas~ - The effect of a striking diiference  irl
the form. Iwe, color or texture of the !andscape
features in the area being viewed.

Visual Resource - The iand, water, vegetation,
animals and other features that are visible on ail
public lands.

Thermal Cover = V2getztisn er topocjraphy ihal
prwerGs  radiational &at loss. reduces wind chi!l
during cold weather, and intercepts solar radiation
during ‘sdarm  weather.
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